Categorising organisations as either for-profit or nonprofit is a false dichotomy as existing for-profit firms are becoming more socially conscience while nonprofits are adopting profit-making activities to ensure their viability. This paper conceptualises the array of social practices as a continuum of social innovation and empirically demonstrates variation not captured by legal designation. Using a survey from the US state of North Carolina, this paper examines how organisations across the continuum responded to the 2008 economic recession. Results indicate that more socially innovative organisations responded to the increase in need by increasing environmental, community and employee support.
Introduction
Organisations are typically either characterised as for-profit or nonprofit-an outdated dichotomy that does not accommodate the observed blended range of organisational practices and the improvised adaption to changing economic circumstances. Many for-profit businesses have made substantial changes to their practices to be more socially conscience at a time of greater need while nonprofit enterprises have adopted profit-making activities to ensure their viability in light of decreased government support and fewer private donations (Graddy-Reed et al., 2013) . Moreover, both for-profit and nonprofit organisations may be important contributors to their local economy depending on the quality of employment benefits provided, concerns for environmental sustainability and contributions to address quality of life concerns in their community (Feldman, 2014) . Relatively little is known about how organisational practices have shifted across the legal distinction of for-profit and nonprofit or how the 2008 recession affected the use of different practices. This paper contributes by examining the role socially innovative practices play in responding to economic challenges and considering how these practices vary by legal structure.
A variety of labels have been used to describe organisations that blend for-profit models with social goals. The terms social enterprise and social entrepreneurship have been applied to the adoption of revenue-generating models within nonprofit organisations (Dees, 2007; Foundation Center, n.d.) as well as to for-profit organisations operating with a social mission (Fleishman, 2007; Peredo and McLean, 2006) . Terms like triple bottom line and corporate social responsibility are used to describe for-profit firms that attempt to create social benefit, while legal incorporation schemes, such as Low-Profit Limited Liability Corporation are introduced as a hybrid tax status. Other terms, like fourth sector, are being introduced more recently in a search for new definitions, with uncertain degrees of precision. There are discrepancies between the terms organisations use, their legal structure, tax status, and what they actually do. To move the agenda forward, we use the umbrella term social innovation to broadly capture organisational efforts aimed at alleviating social problems. Our focus is on innovative practices used by organisations to address societal problems and concerns.
This paper analyses a survey of organisational practices in the US state of North Carolina to understand the range of practices in use and specifically examine how organisations responded to the 2008 economic recession. We conceptualise the use of social innovation practices as a continuum and reveal variation that is not captured by prevailing legal distinctions. The paper provides empirical evidence about how organisations across the continuum from for-profit firms to nonprofit organisations used social innovation to respond to the 2008 economic recession. Results indicate that many organisations, across the range of legal structure, responded to the recession by increasing support to the environment, their local community or their employees. Existing social practices positively influenced the decision to provide support, indicating a deepening of commitment during the economic recession. This paper contributes to the process of identifying socially innovative organisations, documents variation in the use of social innovation practices across legal structure and demonstrates how social innovation was used in reaction to increased need due to an economic shock. The paper is organised as follows. The next section reviews the theory and literature regarding social innovation. The following section presents the research design with a review of North Carolina's economy, the survey design and empirical methods. Results are then presented. The final section concludes with discussion and implications of our finding, and suggestions for future research.
Defining social innovation: existing theory and literature
Social innovation is an emerging field of research that lacks a conclusive definition and theoretical framework. While the practice is not new, the concept has grown in popularity in recent years as seen by President Obama's creation of the Office of Social Innovation in 2009 and the increased presence of the topic in academic publications 1 (Figure 1 ). The burgeoning field has a spectrum of prior research that utilises varying definitions and research methods. According to Stanford's Center for Social Innovation (2009), social innovation "is a novel solution to a social problem that is more effective, efficient, sustainable, or just than present solutions and for which the value created accrues primarily to society as a whole rather than private individuals". Much of the existing literature follows this definition and frames social innovation as an extension of innovation applied to social problems (Brozek, 2009; Dees, 2008; Martin and Osberg, 2007; Peredo and McLean, 2006; Reis and Clohesy, 2001) . Related terms of social entrepreneurship and social enterprise are also used in the literature to describe individuals and organisations that strive to create social innovation (Dees, 2008; Foundation Center, n.d.; Martin and Osberg, 2007; McGrath and Desai, 2010; Peredo and McLean, 2006) . While efforts to define the concept have focused on ties to innovation and entrepreneurship literature, theoretical developments have been made by grounding the practice in institutional theories of social capital, organisational change and legitimacy (Agrawal and Hockerts, 2013; Habisch and Adaui, 2013) .
While much progress has been made in developing our understanding of social innovation, we are still limited in our knowledge of how social innovation is produced. Social innovation can be understood as the process of creating novel solutions to further a social good-it is innovation relating to the solution of a social problem (Mulgan, 2006; Pol and Ville, 2009) . Thus there may be direct and indirect paths and as a result multiple motives that lead to its creation. When discussing production however, the literature focuses on social entrepreneurship as the only route to social innovation, thus ignoring other viable organisational pathways. Other literatures highlight alternative ways that organisations provide for the public good without reference to their common goal of achieving social innovation. Figure 2 presents the multiple paths to social innovation that existing literature has focused on separately. The most direct path is through organisations, whether they be for-profit, nonprofit or a hybrid structure, that are created with the explicit aim to attempt to address a social problem. For example, TOMS Shoes is a forprofit entity with a business model that provides a pair of shoes to a person in need with every pair of fashion shoes purchased.
However, there are indirect paths as well. Any innovation may have a social effect: profit-seeking business technological or organisational innovation can produce externalities that generate social benefit (Pol and Ville, 2009 ). Thus, businesses can indirectly create a social innovation through a positive externality with a social application. For example, a firm can offer training to enable current employees to engage with new production processes. This would be an alternative to closing a plant and moving to a greenfield site.
For-profits may also create social innovation through their social involvement, namely their corporate social responsibility (CSR) practices. CSR is the practice by for-profit firms to give back to their community through the provision of time, funding or services. Reis and Clohesy (2001) find that female and young entrepreneurs as well as family-firms have the largest CSR profiles. Delevingne (2009) finds that CSR is perceived to positively influence firm reputation, suggesting that firms may decide to expand their CSR programmes in the wake of poor economic conditions. CSR's affect on financial performance has been indeterminate, with the most rigorous studies finding no effect (Aupperle et al., 1985; McWilliams and Siegel, 2000) . This may be due to the diversion of profits into social innovation, which is reflected in marketing strategies (Hess et al., 2002) . However, CSR decisions could be treated as profit maximising investments that increases revenue more than the associated costs for a firm (McWilliams and Siegel, 2001 ). These three alternative routes suggest that social innovation will not be limited to social enterprises but will span the range of organisational forms.
Innovation out of necessity: the role of economic crisis
There is a more altruistic orientation that describes the rise of social innovation in the wake of an economic slump. As the economy slumps, firms may increase their philanthropy not just to garner more consumer support but also to sustain their community (Acs and Phillips, 2002) . Our hypothesis is that organisations adopt new socially innovative practices in times of economic downturn, responding directly to greater need.
Given the lingering effects from the recent recession, there is a great deal of opportunity for organisations to step in where government funding is falling short. Many traditionally for-profit organisations are implementing more socially responsible, environmentally sustainable and community-oriented practices. This is occurring not only because of connection to local communities, but also out of necessity. In these difficult economic times, having first mover advantage and being the low cost producer are no longer sufficient strategies; thus, organisations are adopting a range of nontraditional practices, and offering a means to create viability in local communities at a time of decreased government capacity. Recognising the importance of their workforce and their local community context motivates organisational response.
The multiple sources of social innovation coupled with the potential influence of economic conditions prompts three research questions: 
Research design
To answer these questions, this study uses data from the 2012 North Carolina Social Innovation Survey to examine what role legal structure plays in achieving social innovation and how both influenced responses to the 2008 economic recession. The design utilises one US state, North Carolina, to control for economic, political and cultural conditions. While social innovation as a practice benefits from a business' ability to create change and an entrepreneur's innovative approaches, it is weakened by the difficulty of defining and measuring social success (Dees, 2008) . Thus a primary challenge to studying social innovation is finding an appropriate measure of it. As discussed previously, existing methods of classifying socially innovative organisations rely on legal structure or self-identification. Legal structure fails to capture socially innovative behaviour that is occurring across multiple legal structures. Self-identifying terms are also a poor indicator as it assumes a universally accepted and known definition of the behaviour. But there is no consensus on a common definition and the terms in use are not widely spread. These methods are biased and inefficient at classifying socially innovative organisations.
We, instead, proxy for social innovation by measuring an organisation's investment in social goals, captured by the practices they have in place. Practices in place identify common behaviour across organisations that may or may not describe themselves as socially innovative and across legal structure. It captures what an organisation is actually doing to work towards social progress as opposed to what they would like to do. By surveying a variety of practices we are able to categorise behaviour into classes around how challenging and costly they are to implement and by their area in the business process, whether it be in production, delivery or investment. This approach, of using existing practices, provides a more concrete perspective to social engagement and provides perspective as to how organisations are operationalising the concepts with which they may or may not identify.
This section follows with a brief presentation of North Carolina's economic and business environment, a review of the survey design and sample statistics, creation of key variables and the methods for analysis.
Legal structure and the impact of the recession in North Carolina
North Carolina, the 10th largest US state, has a population of approximately nine million residing in 85 rural and 15 urban counties. While currently growing, North Carolina's economy is in a state of transition as it moves away from labour-intensive manufacturing industries to technology and service industries with manufacturing losing over 100 000 jobs in the state since 2007 (Bunn and Ramirez, 2011) . Although North Carolina's real GDP grew at a faster rate than the USA from 2004 and 2009, the recession significantly damaged the state's economy and as of 2011, the state's median household income had declined to 84% of the US average, with high concentrations of wealth in the urban counties (Bunn and Ramirez, 2011 within their boundaries. North Carolina has a common set of available legal structures for organisations. Traditional for-profit business forms include the corporation and the Limited Liability Company (LLC) or Partnership (LLP). These structures can be used by social enterprises as they permit flexibility, allow for private investment, and are often viewed as more efficient than nonprofit forms. Corporations make profits their primary aim but can incorporate social benefits as a factor in long-term profitability calculations while LLCs and LLPs incorporate a social purpose into the operating agreement (Graddy-Reed et al., 2013) . North Carolina organisations may also form as a for-profit entity with cooperative principles in place. These organisations consist of members who share in ownership and governance rights.
These for-profit structures can also obtain a third-party certification of their social efforts. The most well-known option is the B Corp certification, which requires an impact assessment by B Lab, a private association. This is not the same as the benefit corporation business structure, which is available in some states and is a for-profit organisation with a social mission that submits an annual report on their social impact (Foundation Center, n.d.) . The Low-Profit Limited Liability Corporation (L3C) is a hybrid legal form of a for-profit business structure with an explicit charitable mission. It became available in North Carolina in 2010 for organisations that met the statutory requirements to advance a social goal, with the creation of profits as not a significant goal, and no political or legislative purpose. This form enables for-profit organisations to receive financing from private philanthropic foundations that previously was only available to nonprofits. However, the North Carolina legislature repealed the L3C as an available legal structure effective January 2014. Meaning no new organisations could register as an L3C but existing organisations could remain as such (Graddy-Reed et al., 2013) .
North Carolina allows for the formation of tax-exempt nonprofit corporations. These organisations exist solely for a social mission and allow financing in the form of donations and grants. Nonprofits can incorporate forprofit strategies to accomplish their mission as long as the business activity is significantly related to its social purpose (Graddy-Reed et al., 2013) .
Survey design
The 2012 North Carolina Social Innovation Survey was a web-based survey. It received a 20% response rate from organisations in the state of North Carolina regarding their business, employee, community and environmental practices. It was not a randomised study but utilised samples aimed at capturing statewide responses in urban and rural areas across industry and legal structure. Survey responses appear to be representative of organisations in the state and completion rates were not correlated to the size, age or location of the organisation. However, other limitations do exist from self-selection and non-response bias. Further, the survey was given out to organisations in the Fall of 2012, after the Great Recession, meaning the survey responses are representative of organisations that survived the recession or were created after it; there is no information on the behaviour of firms that failed as a result of the recession. Seventy-one of the 100 counties are represented in the survey from across the state (Table 1) . There is an oversampling of urban respondents, who account for 71% of the sample while accounting for 58% of establishments with employees in the state (Figure 3) . North Carolina's Department of Commerce classifies each of the 100 counties in one of three economic distress tiers. Tier 1 is made up of the 40 most economically distressed counties, Tier 2 accounts for the middle 40 counties and Tier 3 comprises the 20 least distressed. Counties are ranked annually based on their unemployment rate, median household income, population change and property values in the previous year (Weisbecker, 2012) . The designations are used in multiple state programmes that provide tax credits to promote economic development (NC Department of Commerce, 2013). The 2013 classifications are used in this analysis because they were based on the 2012 economic conditions, the year of the survey. The survey sample's distribution of economic distress tiers is similar to the state's, however, Tier 2 establishments are somewhat underrepresented in the sample while Tier 3 organisations are overrepresented (Figure 4 ).
Of the 29 counties not represented in the survey, 20 are Tier 1 counties, or the most economically distressed. Their absence may be tied to a lack of Internet access. Since the survey was only available online, many potential respondents were not able to respond. More than 15% of the state's rural population lacks high-speed Internet access and all Tier 1 counties are rural, thus include areas without broadband coverage (NC Broadband, n.d.) . This is a limitation in the results and of all internet-based surveys. It also limits the generalisability of the analysis of Tier 1 organisations to those with Internet access.
Sample and descriptive statistics
The sample for this analysis uses complete survey responses from organisations located in North Carolina counties, excluding government and quasi-government organisations. This produced a sample of 556 organisations.
2 Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics for the sample and by sub-samples of legal structure and use of self-identifying terms.
Legal structure
Legal structure historically identifies the types of practices and strategies an organisation employs. However, these boundaries are blurring as nonprofits adopt for-profit strategies and for-profits become more socially involved. Survey respondents provided their legal structure. These values were categorised into three groups: For-profit, Nonprofit and Hybrid. Forprofit organisations consist of those that are not incorporated, operate as an LLC or LLP, or as an S or C corporation. Nonprofit organisations consist of those that reported a 501(c)3, 501(c)4, 501(c)6, or other nonprofit designation. Hybrid organisations are those with either an L3C or cooperative structure. As seen in Table 2 , nonprofit or hybrid organisations were more likely to provide increased community support following the recession and have more community practices in place than for-profit organisations. 
Responses to the recession
Respondents were asked how they responded to the recession through two questions that addressed the introduction of new products and methods and changed practices. Regarding products and methods, organisations were asked if following the recession they introduced new or improved: goods, services, methods of manufacturing or production, support processes, marketing methods or methods of logistics, delivery, or distribution. The count of these responses creates the Recession Introductions variable, ranging from zero to six with a mean of 2.03 introductions. Twenty percentage of survey respondents reported no new or improved introductions and approximately 27% reported one introduction. The most frequent response was introducing a new or improved service with roughly 40% of respondents followed with 37% reporting new or improved marketing methods.
Respondents were also asked if in response to the recession, their organisation changed certain business and social practices. This included changes to decrease costs by: decreasing employment, increasing operating efficiency and increasing material efficiency. Over half of respondents reported decreasing employment in response to the recession. The question also included options related to social involvement of: increasing environmentally sustainable practices, increasing assistance to the local community and increasing assistance to employees. Environmental practices had the highest response of this set with 28% reporting increases. Only 16% of respondents indicated they increased support to their employees.
Respondents were also provided an additional option of other and space to describe these alternative changes. Almost 8% of at University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill on November 15, 2016 http://cjres.oxfordjournals.org/ Downloaded from respondents specified additional changes. Write-in responses fell into two categories of further methods of decreasing costs and expansion. Regarding cost-related activities, respondents also reported that they decreased wages and benefits of existing employees and increased prices of goods and services to consumers. Regarding expansion, some respondents reported increasing employment and expanding into new branches of products and services. While these write-in responses could not be used in the analysis, as they were not posed to all respondents, they do provide a broader understanding of how organisations respond to an economic shock.
Scales of social engagement
Respondents were also asked about their engagement with a series of social practices-11 environmental, 13 community and 13 employee. Online supplementary appendix Table A1 lists each of these practices, their frequency, and differences by legal structure and use of self-identifying terms. Figure 5 presents the quartile distribution of all practices by legal structure. Although there are heavier tails in either direction for each structure, both are well represented across the distribution again signalling that legal structure does not alone capture the social motivations of an organisation These practices were combined to form three series of scales. These scales proxy for socially innovative activity by capturing an organisation's investment in social goals-how involved they are in achieving a social good based on the practices they are actually engaged in. The first series of scales are grouped around the focus area of practices. They are count scales of the number of environmental, community and employee practices an organisation has in place. These scales do not capture how valuable or innovative any one practice is but instead captures the breadth of support an organisation has in either the environment, their community or their employees with the premise that organisation's with a higher number of practices are more socially engaged and devoted to meeting a social mission.
The second series of scales was created by dividing the former by type of practices. Environmental practices were divided into two categories of basic (recycle, conserve water and save energy) or advanced (track emissions, produce renewable energy, and so forth) practices. Community practices were divided into three categories of production related (local suppliers, suppliers with good practices, and so forth), http://cjres.oxfordjournals.org/ donation-based (company service day, donate use of facilities, and so forth) and outreach activities (support K-12 education, promote economic equality). Employee practices were divided into two categories of benefits (retirement contributions, health insurance, and so forth) and investments (job-training, employee education, and so forth) in employees. These more detailed scales group practices by focus and attempt to capture the value of practices as they relate to solving social problems.
The third series of scales groups these more detailed scales across focus area to capture a more fluid picture of social engagement. This consists of three scales: basic, production and investment. The basic scale includes the employee benefits and basic environmental practices. These are practices that are important at an individual level but do not directly work to solve a large social problem and are well spread across organisations. The production scale includes the advanced environmental and production-related community practices. These practices likely provide personal advantages and benefits to the organisation but also contribute to meeting larger social goals. Finally, the investment scale includes the community donation, community activities and employee investment practices. These practices may also provide some benefit to the organisation but are significantly contributing to a social mission-they are practices that signal a desire to improve a community through innovative strategies.
Methods
Three models were run using the survey data to assess the role of legal structure in social engagement and how both impacted responses to the 2008 economic recession. Adjustments were made to certain variables. Start Year Categories was created from the year an organisation began to categorise respondents into one of four bins given the average lifespan of a firm is now 15 years (Gittleson, 2012 
Organisational traits in socially innovative practices
Given the challenges in identifying socially innovative organisations it is unknown what types of organisations are engaged in this behaviour. The scales of social engagement are used here as a proxy for social innovation as they capture the breadth of investment an organisation makes towards a social aim. The organisational factors are then examined that influence the number of practices an organisation has incorporated. Equation 1 regresses the number of practices an organisation has in place on legal structure and other organisational traits. 
The key independent variable of interest is the legal structure of the organisation. Legal structure is included as a categorical variable with binary indicators for nonprofit (NP) and hybrid (Hyb) with for-profits as the referent group. Additional covariates (Z) included are the types of self-identification terms used by an organisation (entrepreneurial, social/ hybrid and green), age of organisation, size by number of employees, location in an economic distress tier and presence of innovative behaviour. This model evaluates the importance of organisational traits across multiple scales including the count scale of all social practices in place, the combination of employee and community practices, and then the three grouped scales of investment, production and basic practices. This will help establish if certain traits are more important to certain types of social involvement.
Since each of the scales are count variables, either a negative binomial or Poisson model is used. For each regression a Poisson model was run and a goodness of fit test calculated. If the Poisson model was rejected, the negative binomial model was run and confirmed through the likelihood ratio test. The Poisson model was used for the production and basic practices scales but rejected for the combination scales and investment scale, resulting in the use of a negative binomial model.
Responding to the recession: introduction of new products and methods
The differing social scales are then used as explanatory variables in assessing the response to the recession made by organisations. Were more engaged organisations more likely to be proactive in their business response to the recession? Equation 2 addresses this question by regressing the business response of an organisation on their scale of practices, legal structure and other organisational demographics.
log R e Number of cession Introductions Scale NP
The outcome variable used is the number of introductions made in response to the recession. As discussed above this is a count ranging from zero to six and includes the introduction of new or improved goods, services, logistics, processes, marketing, or manufacturing methods. This captures how diversified organisations were in responding to the economic downturn. The key independent variable is the scale of social engagement. Three models are run using different types of scales. The first uses the simple count scales by type of practice-environmental, community and employee. The second utilises the three grouped scales of investment, production and basic practices. The third uses the detailed scales of basic and advanced environmental, production, donation, and activity in the community, and employee benefits and investment.
Legal structure is also included as a categorical variable with nonprofit and hybrid structures in reference to for-profits, as it was in the modelling of social innovation (Equation 1). It is included here to account for any additional impact it may have outside of its influence on the social engagement scales. Control variables included the types of self-identification terms used by an organisation (entrepreneurial, social/ hybrid and green), age of the organisation, number of employees, location in an economic distress tier and presence of innovative behaviour.
Due to the count nature of the outcome, both a negative binomial and Poisson model were fitted. However with each case, the Poisson was rejected through the goodness of fit and likelihood ratio tests resulting in the use of the negative binomial model.
Responding to the recession: increasing social support
Finally, the social scales are used to examine what types of organisations responded to the increased need from the recession with increased social support. Equation 3 regresses the decision to increase any type of social support (environmental, community, or employee) on a series of organisational characteristics and demographics (Z) and the scales of practices in place.
The key independent variables are the individual social scales by either general type (environmental, community and employee) or detailed type (basic and advanced environmental, production, donation, and activity in the community, and employee benefits and investment). Control variables include whether the organisation is a for-profit or not, the age of the organisation, number of employees, economic distress tier of their county, the types of selfidentification terms used by an organisation (entrepreneurial, social/hybrid and green) and the presence of innovative behaviour. There is, however, the potential for endogeneity between responsiveness to increased need and the number of social practices currently in place. To obviate this concern, additional models were run by each type of social support (environmental, community and employee) while omitting the corresponding type of practices, correcting for any potential endogeneity (Equations 4-6). 
Results
The empirical results are presented in Tables 3-5 , which are discussed in turn.
Organisational traits in socially innovative practices Table 3 presents the marginal effects resulting from Equation 1 evaluated at the various scales of social practices. The estimations' predicted means slightly overestimate the real sample means but are very similar. The importance of organisational traits vary by scale. Looking first at model 5, basic practices, we see that age and size most impact the number of practices in place. These practices are widespread across organisations and in high frequency and thus least likely to be an indicator for socially innovative organisations. The results show no significant effect from innovation or using entrepreneurial or hybrid terminology. Further, legal structure has only a small effect with nonprofits providing a third of a practice more on average than similar for-profit organisations.
However, in model 3, with the outcome of investment practices, we see large and significant effects from legal structure and innovation activity. Being a hybrid as opposed to a for-profit is associated with an additional 4.3 investment practices on average while being a nonprofit has a smaller but still significant effect of less than one additional practice than a for-profit. Being innovative or using hybrid terminology similarly are associated with almost one more additional practice, on average. Being a larger organisation or in a less economically distressed area are also positive and significant indicators of investment practices.
Model 2 uses the count of employee and community practices in total-this includes the investment practices but also practices less likely to be associated with social innovation. Results show similar but larger effects than in model 3. Isolating the production-related practices in model 4 that may lead to social aims but also benefit the organisation so much weaker effects than model 3.
These results indicate that legal structure and terminology are indicators of social behaviour and they are positively associated with the use of practices more strongly linked to social innovation (model 3). This effect indicates that those that select a hybrid legal structure are doing so appropriately as they have a policy significant number of more practices in place, as compared to for-profits. There is less of an obvious distinction between nonprofits and for-profits with Notes: Marginal effects reported; standard errors in parentheses; (4) and (5) uses robust standard errors. N = 477; referent group in brackets; ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1.
an average difference of less than one practice. This indicates that these traditional legal structures are not a good indicator of one being inherently more socially innovative. Use of a social term is a positive but not a strong indicator of social innovation with having almost one more practice on average than those that did not use a social term. This confirms that using self-identification, as a means of classifying socially innovative organisations, is not a good policy. This may be because there are not set definitions of the terms and that the terms are not widespread. Overall, hybrid legal structure is the strongest predictor of investment-related practices, signifying the importance of these alternative structures in promoting social innovation. Table 4 presents the marginal effects resulting from the negative binomial model of introductions made in response to the recession. The model fitted an average of 1.96 introductions as compared to the sample average of 1.88.
Responding to the recession: introduction of new products and methods
Self-identifying as entrepreneurial had a consistent positive and significant effect of 0.6 additional introductions following the recession. Innovation had a smaller but still consistent positive and significant effect of 0.4 additional introductions on average. However, legal structure failed to have a significant effect on introductions as did an organisation's age and location.
In model 1, the general count of environmental and community practices are positively associated with introductions. In model 2, these elements are highlighted again with productionrelated and investment practices being significant. When broken down by detailed type in model 3, only advanced environmental practices are significant with 0.14 more introductions on average.
Given the predicted average of 1.96 practices, this represents approximately a 7.3% change in the average outcome. Though significant this is a much smaller indicator than self-identifying as entrepreneurial which represented a 30.6% change from the fitted average. The results indicate that organisations with advanced environmental practices are slightly more likely to respond to the recession with more business changes but the overall minimal effect of socially innovative practices indicates that they are not a strong driver of business-related introductions post recession.
Responding to the recession: increasing social support Table 5 presents the marginal effects from the logistic regressions used to analyse the response of increased social support. Models 1 and 2 on any social support produced a similar fitted average to the sample mean of of 0.41 as compared to the sample mean of 0.43. Models 3 and 4 run similar models for environmental support only, while models 5 and 6 examine the effects on community support, and models 7 and 8 on employee support; all with similar predicted means to their sample means.
The number of community practices is positively and significantly associated with increasing environmental and employee support with a 3.3 or 3.9% point increase in probability on average, respectively. Increased employee practices are positively and significantly associated with increased community support but not environmental. These results hold with the detailed scales with production-related community practices, community activities and investment in employees positively affecting additional social support. Increased investment in employees, practices that are associated with social innovation, is associated with a 3.8% point increase on average in the probability of providing additional community support in response to the recession. Similarly, increased community activities, practices also associated with social innovation, are associated with an increase of 5.0% points in the probability of providing employee support. These results Innovative activity and self-identification as entrepreneurial are stronger indicators of increasing employee support with an average increase in probability of approximately 9% points. Use of a social or hybrid identification term is associated with roughly a 10% point increase in the probability of providing community support. Community support was the only type for which legal structure matters-being a for-profit decreases the probability of providing community support by approximately 10-12% points, on average. Being in a Tier 2 as opposed to Tier 1 county increased the probability of providing community support by approximately 17% points on average, while there was no statistical difference between Tier 1 and Tier 3 county residents. This may mean that Tier 2 counties, those that are distressed but still have resources had the increased need and had the resources to meet it while Tier 3 had less need and Tier 1, less resources.
Discussion
Organisations have begun to adopt a range of socially engaged practices in an attempt to create viability in local communities at a time of decreased government capacity. In an effort to determine identification of socially innovative organisations, this analysis highlights the importance of hybrid legal structures. Though the L3C is no longer available in the state of North Carolina, organisations that incorporated as L3Cs and as cooperatives did so appropriately-they self-selected into a legal structure that allowed for their high level of social engagement. The results suggest that this tax status encourages greater involvement from organisations in the provision of public goods and provides support for the value of having this option. Given the low cost to states to implement hybrid legal structures that do not decrease tax revenue North Carolina should reconsider their policy regarding the L3C. This analysis also provides support for the introduction of the L3C as a means of fostering social involvement from private organisations in other US states, where debate is underway on whether to adopt the structure. Regarding terminology, many organisations that engage in socially innovative practices do not use a social term to self identify. Although the various labels have proliferated they have not widely diffused and still lack a definitive definition. Many who are socially innovative do not identify with a social term thus making it an inefficient indicator of socially innovative organisations. The many organisations pushing these multiple terms should instead focus their efforts on providing support to organisations to be more socially engaged. A widely accepted and simple term and definition are necessary for this type of work to flourish. Such consensus can shift the focus away from marketing terminology and towards behavioural change. If the goal is increasing social support, the actions by these support organisations should be focused on educating organisations about practices they can implement, not terms they can use.
In considering responses to the recession, many organisations introduced new or improved products and methods to survive the economic downturn. Organisations that did so were more likely to be innovative and have advanced environmental practices. Legal structure did not provide a means of identifying these organisations, nor did age or location. This implies that organisations across type and place were proactive responders to the recession.
In terms of social support, many organisations increased their support to sustaining the environment, their local community or their employees in response to the recession. Organisations with more socially innovative practices were more likely to increase social support. When the recession increased need for such support, many organisations working towards social goals responded by increasing support to their employees and communities. With global concern over government's ability to provide or sustain public good provision, private organisations are becoming more valuable in their service to their communities. Encouraging this social involvement and focus in organisations may then increase support to the public at the crucial time of an economic downturn.
The 2012 North Carolina Social Innovation Survey has some limitations. Since it was executed in 2012, it provides no record of organisations that did not survive the economic recession of 2008. These organisations would have provided a valuable counterfactual in terms of their social engagement and perhaps enlightened organisational characteristics correlated with not surviving the recession. In addition, many Tier 1 counties, those that are the most economically distressed, were not represented. This may be due in part to the limited Internet access available in those counties. Internet-based surveys prevent this segment of the population from participating and thus responses are not representative of those without access. There are also limitations to using one state as a case study. Using one state as a case limits the external validity of the results, as the interpretation of results cannot be extrapolated to other states or regions. However, it does provide a starting point to evaluate the response to a recession through social practices while controlling for the political, economic and cultural atmospheres of a state.
More research is needed from a larger sample that crosses over state boundaries. This will allow the results to be vetted in multiple geographies to examine if different states inherently respond differently to crises. Also, a follow-up study should be done within North Carolina to see if the introductions and increased social support in response to the recession had lasting affects for the organisations and if these efforts improved their surrounding economy.
This paper examines the difficulty in identifying socially innovative organisations as their behaviour crosses legal boundaries, self-identification, and organisational characteristics and puts forth a classification method that utilises how organisations operationalise their social mission. Knowing the extent to which organisations are incorporating practices provides a means of accurately identifying the more socially engaged organisations. These more engaged organisations were more proactive in responding to the economic recession by providing needed support to their employees and communities. This paper contributes to the literature on social innovation by clarifying the pathways to social innovation, demonstrating the organisational traits associated with socially innovative practices, highlighting the value and accuracy of hybrid legal structures, and demonstrating a link between socially innovative practices and supportive responses to economic downturn.
Supplementary material
Supplementary material is available at CAMRES Journal online.
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